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Permit Review Summary 

MPCA provided EPA Region. 5 with a pre-public notice draft: permit for review on January 1 7 , 
201S 1 . Regular meetings were held approximately every two weeks during EPA Region 5’$ 
review, and comments identified were shared verbally with MPCA during these meetings, EPA 
Region 5 identified numerous substantive comments on the draft permit and prepared a comment 
letter to MPCA. 2 However, Region. 5 senior management reached an agreement with MPCA to 


2 The actual public notice began oh January 31,2018 and ended on March IS, 2012. 

2 EPA Region 5 staff fHRDES and DRC) briefed senior management pn March 3, 2018-to highlight the significance- of 
the comments, iderrtHied during review of the. draft permit and tine importance of sharing the comments with 
MPCA through a comment letter. During the briefing, EPA Water Division recommended sending a comment letter 
to MPCA during the public comment period to document EPA Region S's findings,: ft was noted during the briefing 
that 

* ERA provides comments an draft permits during the public comment period as a part of our regular NPBtS 
program oversight to ensure that state permits are consistent with the Clean Water Act (CWA) and its 
regulations prior to the permit being proposed for issuance, 

o This practice reduces the need to Issue objections on proposed permits because the state would have had 
an opportunity to work with EPA to address concerns before proposing the permit, 

* £ PA has been involved in the project for several years, as a cooperating agency durfngthe NEPA process, 
which resulted in several project design changes to improve environmental protection. At the end of the HEP A 
process, EPA agreed with the State's proposal to address remaining surface water quality concerns during the 
permitting process. 

* To follow-up cm the NEPA agreement and. to Implement our Joint Priority with the state, EPA has had biweekly 
discusssons with MPCA on various issues since the permit application was submitted in July 2016. However, 
concerns remain. 

As indicated above ERA Region 5 identified several issues during-review and provided the following general 
characterisation tiff them as follows: 

1. The draft permit: did not include water quality based effluent limits {WQBELs} or any other conditions that: are. 
as stringent as necessary to ensure compliance with, the applicable water quality' requirements of all affected' 
States as required by 40 CRR,. 122.4cdj and 40 CF.R 123,44{c}{9). 
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forgo sending written comments. ’ Following this agreement, EPA Region 5 held a conference . 
call with MPCA on April 5, 2018 during which the comment letter was read to the State. EPA 
Region 5 held multiple meetings with MPCA following the April 5, 2018 conference call. 

During these meetings MPCA provided updates on the status of permit issuance but did not 
provide responses to comments received. These calls ceased in early summer, 2018. EPA Region 
5 and MPCA had a face to face meeting on September 25-26,2018 during which tire concerns 
outlined in our April 5, 2018 conference call were discussed in more detail. 

The intent of the September 2018 meeting was to provide EPA an opportunity to meet with 
MPCA and the company 2 3 4 to obtain additional information on the treatment systems and 
operation. The second half of the meeting was for EPA to meet one-on-one with MPCA to 
attempt to resolve the significant issues identified by EPA Region 5 on the draft permit. Two of 
the more objectionable issues raised by EPA Region 5 were (1) the lack of wafer quality based 
effluent limitations (WQBELs) in the draft permit and (2) MPCA’s plan to issue general permit 
coverage for construction stormwater discharges from peat dominated wetland systems which 
may release significant amounts of mercury' into downstream navigable waters. 

Regarding the lack of WQBELs, the NPDES program believes based on information provided by 
the company that there is a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion from state 
numeric and narrative water quality standards. MPCA referred to a “qualitative” reasonable 
potential analysis based largely on their confidence that the treatment system will perform as 
expected. Given MPCAs refusal to include "WQBELs EPA Region 5 asked MPCA at the face to 
face meeting to include additional “operating’' limits in the permit for arsenic, cobalt, lead, 
nickel, and mercury' at an internal outfall, WS074. Following the meeting, after consideration of 
EPA Region 5’s request and discussions between MPCA and the company, MPCA agreed to 
include the additional “operating” limits. 5 Unlike WQBELs and TBELs, internal “operating” 


2. The permit includes technology based effluent limits (TBELs) that are up to a thousand times greater than 
applicable water quality criteria. 

3. The draft permit did not indude all of the requirements of 40 C.F.R. 440, Subparts G, H and K that apply to this 
proposed project, namely a restriction on discharge volume that is equivalent to the annua! net precipitation 
for the site. 

4. The draft permit contained de facto permit modifications, upon submittals from the permittee, which would 
be a violation of the public process associated with permit modifications under 40 C.F.R. 122.62, and create a 
serious compliance and enforceability concern 2 S to the scope of what is covered by the permit per 40 C.F.R. 
123.44(c)(1), (5) and 40 C.F.R. 122.4(a). 

5. Additional permit enforceability concerns, per 40 C.F.R. 123.44(c)(1) and; 40 C.F.R. 122.4(a), include that the 
permit: 

a. Contains "operating limits" on an internal outfall that are not clearly enforceable by EPA or MPCA 
and, thus, would be ineffective at protecting water quality'. 

b. Functions as a shield from Clean Water Act enforcement for pollutants disclosed during the 
application process per 33 U.S.C. 1342(k). 

3 Email from KurtThiede (EPA Region 5 Chief of Staff) to Shannon Lottharnmer (MPCA) dated March 16, 2018 
which outlines the agreement between EPA and MPCA. Appendix A. 

4 PolyMet representatives and their consultants from Barr Engineering were present on the first day of meetings 
held on September 25, 2018. 

5 Inclusion of these "operating" iimits are for ail pollutants for which modelling and/or pilot testing determined to 
be potentially present in waste streams at concentrations greater than water quality criteria before entering the 
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limits may jack a clear regulatory connection to controlling surface water discharges. Toe Region 
5 review team was asked by Kart Thiede to determine whether operating limits could be 
federally enforceable provisions of the permit. The Office of Regional. Counsel, in conjunction 
with fcsPA’s Office of General Counsel, evaluated these "operating” limits and determined that 
they are arguably federally enforceable as operation and maintenance requirements for the 
facility's reverse asroosis/nanofflfration treatment system. 40 C.F.R. 122.41(e). We note that 
federal enforceability of these operating limits is less certain and more complex than if these 
limits were established as WQBELs. 

In addition to these internal operating limits, MPCA also included at surface water discharge 
point SD001, a 1.0 TUc whole effluent toxicity (WET; limit, a WQBEL for pH, and a narrative 
prohibition of violations of applicable state water quality standards. 6 The State also included a 
suite of federal TBELs for the iron ore industry 7 category. See 40 C.F.R, 122.44(a). BPA’s 
internal analysis showed that the majority of the TBELs would not be sufficient to ensure that the 
facility's discharge did not exceed applicable state WQS. However, the State's inclusion of the 
narrative prohibition on violation of applicable state WQS arguably would function as the 
controlling WQBEL at SD001 and would ensure that the surface water discharge would not 
exceed applicable Stale WQS. See 40 C.F.R. 122.44(d). 

While MPCA representatives agreed to consider modifying the draft permit to add operating 
limits for additional parameters they refused to make any changes to address the expected 
mercury 7 loading anticipated from stormwater runoff from the removal of peat dominated 
wetlands and plan to cover this discharge under the State's construction stormwater general 
permit The construction stormwater general permit does not include provisions for addressing 
specific water quality standards issues. As a result, the proposed permit (and associated 
permitting scheme) appears to leave mercury from this aspect of the project wholly unregulated. 
ERA Region 5 recommended that MPCA evaluate whether there is reasonable potential for 
discharges covered under the construction stormwater general permit to cause or contribute to 
excursions from water quality standards and whether such discharges could be controlled as a 
part of the State's CWA Section 401 certification. There is nothing in the permitting record to 
suggest that MPCA has performed this analysis. Therefore, construction stormwater general 
permit coverage, which presupposes that a project will comply with WQS, likely would not be 
sufficient to ensure discharges of construction stormwater from peal removal acti vities, which 
have been shown to release mercury 7 at other Minnesota industrial facilities, will comply with 
downstream water quality standards in this case. MPCA suggested that the stormwater pollution 
prevention plan for this activity 7 would include detention basins and that the majority of storm 
water from this activity 7 would be collected and sent to the tailings basin and ultimately to the 
WWTS. At this time, it does not appear that MPCA intends to include stormwater monitoring 
requirements or effluent limits for mercury 7 . ERA continues to recommend that the State issue an 
individual construction stormwater permit for this project, but this concern is separate from the 
PoiyMet individual NPDES discharge permit before us. 


wastewater treatment system. Note that these are in addition to the "operating" limits included in the draft 
permit for sulfate, and copper. 

11 MhO. revised the narrative condition to the following: "The discharge of treated wastewater from the WWTS 
must not violate state water quality standards. (Minn. Stat, § 115.03 subd. 1]." 
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Following the face to tace meeting in. September, MPCA provided a copy of the pre-proposed 
permit to BP A Region. 5 for a 45-day review on October 25, 2018. ,4s noted above and described 
in more detail below, MPCA addressed or partially addressed some comments while completely 
disregarding others. Based upon the changes made to provide additional protection at Outfall 
SDQ01 and the inclusion oi additional operating limits which we believe are arguably federally 
enforceable, EPA provided verbal confirmation to MPCA on December 3,2018 that EPA would 
not oppose MPCA A public notice of the proposed permit MPCA proposed the permit on 
December 4, 2018. According to our memorandum of agreement with MPCA 7 , this is the version 
of the NPDES permit it intends to issue, and EPA has 15 days or until December 19,2018 to 
review the permit and determine whether to issue a general objection. The issues, MPCA’s slated 
revisions (if any), and EPA's response are explained in the attached table. 


Next Steps 

EPA Region 5 has 15 days, or until December 19,2018 to definitively decide whether to file a 
general objection to MPCA’s issuance of the permit, A general objection states in a very general 
way what the issues axe and the bases for EPA’s objection. EPA would then have 90 days from 
the date that the proposed permit was submitted to file a specific objection. A specific objection 
would provide a detailed explanation of EPA’s basis for objection and describe how EPA would 
resolve the objectionable items. EPA and MPCA could work out the issues with the proposed 
permit during the 90 days and potentially avoid sending the specific objection. 

The review team’s conclusion that there are legal arguments that can be made to support 
enforcement of the proposed permit have been provided to Water Division management and 
Region 5 Chief of Staff Kurt Thiede. 


Contacts 

Mark Ackerman, NPDES, 312-353-4145, Ackennac.mark@epa.gov : Barbara Wester, OR.C, 
312-353-8514, Wester.barbara@epa.gov ; Candice Bauer, NPDES, 312-353-2106, 

Bauer.candice@,epa.gov: Kevin Pierard, NPDES, 312-886-4448, Pierard.kevin@epa.gov . 


7 https2/www.epa.eov/sltes/production/fi>es/2013-09/documents/mn-mo8-npdes.e>(tf 
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However, MPCA’s alternative 
approach arguably would allow 
MFC A, EPA, and/or citizens to 
enforce both the internal O&M 













Projected Effluent Quality," (PEQ) is described in 40 CFR Part .132, Appendix F, Procedure 5, Paragraph 8.2. 
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See page 31 of the "Final Pilot- testing Report" dated June 2013, 





















WQBEL that argu ably would ensure 
that discharges from the facility, even iJ 
they meet applicable TBEL limits, will 

---_J___ _ not result in an excursion of state WQS 

Fhe permit a s written ma y preclu d e ___See “ MPCA Re visi on:' to Issue j. ___ 1 See “EPA Respons^Mo IssuelT 
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assign responsibility for seep discharges by 
specifying (hose applicable portions of the 
Cliffs Erie, tXC permit (MN0054089), the 
Clifts Erie, LLC Consent Decree with 
MPCA, and the dra ft Nort li Mel p ermit . 
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ecologic impacts, but the permit does not 
cjeatjy describe the relationship between the 
How in these outfalls and the allowable 
discharge (permit section 6.10,1-6,10.9). 
MPC A should include p rovis i ons i n. t he 
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numbers here. If these monitoring points 
have not yet been established, MPCA should 
create and include them in the monitoring 
table a l ong wit h the ty p e and frequency of 




















contains PCBs. If it is determined that the 
site docs not contain PCBs, MPCA should 
have the permittee certify this finding. 
Similarly, if PCBs are present on s ite, Ihen 



















management or mitigation measures may approval by MPCA. Regarding the 

require a modification of the permit, including latter, MPCA has included reference to 

a public notice of the proposed modifications.” the State regulation for permit 

modifications that if followed will 
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Brom: Tbsssfe,. Kurt 

aent: rnoay, &tercfi It, 2£5£i2oe Pltf; 

Tex;. Lattham^jer, Shannon: i&APCA's <^PM ^?"^snnrn^€^ 1 :<g f g"!n.c;^> 

Cc Koiies-ki. Christopher ; Fierar* k$vin ^pie-rare. kevirr^eoa^-.^ ; kelson. Leveret* <n escpJe^r ett^o^go^o • Hofei, Lrndc 

S^ect: Pzfepx&i Drsh Psrrr^t D*sc^ss*&n 

Shannon. 

Thanks once -again tot ivorkirsg astr? us ip find a sohiSloA to tbs mstte;. Here- is our understarKt&sg of wbst EPa. and MPCA nave <^rsed to. 

G«e MPCA omgptetes their response to public comments, ft will oetefop a pre-pjoposed psr?rjtt.{F?»] and provide the Ppp to EPA R&gfen 5. Region 5 SPA wifi hay* 
up to 4o-days' to reviewttve FP? and JvSPC&'s responses to public consents and provide written ccxmrae^ts cm the PPP to- ?*t?CA. This wcuid occur prior to 
f^PCA submitting 2 - proposed permit to EPA, which according *o the current MOA, vvoukt continue to give £PA IS days to comment upon, generalV object to, or 
make reootTsmertestieris with respect tc the proposed permit In sccorebnce vvfth the extent t^CA and ns- speemed rn C&'A Action AG2|dr*2j|:£} end 40 C,P-R< 

12 B,44ft>« 2b ERA stiff may ? arse spedne objections withm the 50 day period from receipt of the. ''finer proposed perm?!, but %ve are hopeful our discusskins and the 
sbdiikHVSi review silovv us to come to an agree-mer-t and avoid- objections, 

Ag-sm.. It Is our hop* and itnertf. to torque a dialog between h«PCA staff »r*$ fi5 E?A WD staff prior to receipt efiha Ppp znd during ERA’S review of the ? PR as we - 
wori; Toward e hipDES pennfc that both parties oar? support, in fact * wouki like to suggest setting up a face-to-face. meeting v*t»er? feppropriatefti blscuvs the dr^ft 
permit and EPA, observations ?r rs sfeo ou? intent tc tarjv ground our review and consents on the *W as >oor as posable. 


Rfess? let me knot* If you have any questions. 


Sincerity, 


KiiK A. 1 .niede 

Chief of Staff 

li v S> FPA, Region 5 

Office -of the Regions! Admrrsstrato? 

7? w isckson. BMf 

Chicagc, IL 6 QSP 4 

Erotffe t htggjg. surtg*ess«gg* 

Office; {312} 88b-6520 
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i he text highlighted is. blue Indicates things Kevin Pierard read aloud to MPCA dur ing a 
conversation between EPA Region 5 md MPCA o» April 5, 2018. 

Comments and Recommendations to Ensure Consistency with the Clean Water Act 

Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations 

■ J ; A ■ "%■ : ■ z :■ >: . ef r 

Q ' ’ - ' y■■■>■'" wxzxxxzA r. A; Aw - - :• co : . n< as necessary 

K \ i . ' y.-ty y r z - - v 4;-. ;/Zyy tyxyAk, or of all 


aggAzzy ■■■.mny yuzlityxyzkA#y 


IlSS Wri acknowledge MPCA's consideration in the draft permit of the federal regulations at 
40 C.P.R. Part ‘140_Subparis G, J, and K, including TBELs. See permit sections 6.10.44 
and 8.1.i. i .x z z zz-o--'x:-:'y y xr z.z'- ! - rB? LxzzzL. ;4ywuir>:'\;rzxpd: 

t;:- vj r. : zAz; z.. Axzzzvzes■tnaf z ■ xzz echoed Ivzxzezzuxs f;.Gzrjix xz ; ,-vzved 
nzizF; zczA' zxAzr.aqxzzx: zjeXxZ'x: zx:zxz yz.zGirzx Igf zxwzj; nz zoyzcz; zxzcziez 
eadisiiss. and .zinc.. fcg (resolved jilSg 

|Sese;'ri^ameier<4 

4- ; ■ ■■■: z :-Cv;z :: _:_.zrdz.zi:.v :-'dzrz:zrz Ad x;*.z:> :-z/z z -Ax zxAz-yAA V:ri=e&] 

pronidmnn'Orzdjschiffges trial -would cause exededanoes of water quality Standards- 
/■■■ z;;z ;i xzx ozzzzpic_.zztiatz.grzpz AM.A thz zzzrri.z. .ijezzidd:? ibAC-shscftyrgey fcnftlie 
cr>ndit>dri'also.fi:iclades-art.exdepii;an'''for’$ii?daiions in winch TBELs' apply, its’is the 
A^ii-serserat'ofitkr|:?aneBeie,rscoveted by the draffpemsifc EPA'sconcem-cduMhe 
res0!ved\;ddRfftCA'esMnl:isbesWQBEi..s iBr'tSe.aiid.keized/di'iciijcSge.tixKi’jndditioaallyl' 
pm eves Ax' gzakfyAg language ikmi pxrix-rxpk 6. 1 A™ xzxAxtA- pm-h'i:Z'Z<z:z'd.>zge44^R 

AXXiA Cgz-z ZZ;:Zz-dzzze>:FFf:uxxy: ZZZig\- Zzzdzj-QZ 


"Wx pzzzzz.zz: lyx-zxzAkA xri; az/glzz zx Ax:x:xxA;kx k.x'f 


yxixigldri 

MPC-A should, therefore, consider in its analysis all the pollutants that were presented in 
the application materials as potentially present in the proposed discharge to determine 
those WQBELs that are needed in the permit. Further, if MPCA considers a particular 
parameter to be the key to ensuring the facility 1 will meet all applicable water quality 
standards, e.g„, copper at monitoring station WS074 (permit section 6.10,40} or sulfate at 
monitoring station WS074 (permit section 6.10.31), the permit should include appropriate 
WQBELs at monitoring location SD001 to ensure that these internal operating limits 
result in meeting applicable water quality standards at the point where the discharge is 
sent to receiving waters (see also comment 6,' below). 



4 


Slie-fadiSlice? "I !&%HSO:THSfion lifetfefe- r*: 



Addendum 

to the- EPA-MPCA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Memorandum of Agreement for the GLI (Great Lakes Initiative) (May 8, 2000), 



IS ‘'Projected Effluent Quality,* (PEQ) is described in 40 CF.R. Part 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5 Paragraph 8,2. 

34 *EPA and MPCA agree that MPCA will use only alternative statistical procedures for deriving PEQ that meet the 
criteria in 40 CF.ft Part 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5, Paragraph 8.2. ERA and MPCA further agree that ERA retains 
the authority to review any specific statistical procedures Minnesota intends to use for deriving PEQs and to object 
to permits that have been developed using statistical procedures that do not meet the requirements of Paragraph 
8.2, of Procedure ST' 

35 "To ensure the WWTS Is operating as designed and tc remain consistent with the assumptions made in the PEIS, 
the permit indudes an internal performance monitoring point (Station WS074) where an Operating Limit of IQ 

mg/L sulfate applies. The Operating Limit at WS074 is an enforceable permit limit but is neither a water quality 
based permit limit nor a technology based permit limit because there is no Reasonable Potential* (p. 35). 

See page 43 of "Final Pilot-testing Report" dated June 2013. 

17 See page 31 of the "Final Pilot-testing Report" dated June 2013. 
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EPA is concerned that the permit and supporting materials do not include sufficient 
information to explain bow downstream water wall be protected consistent with CWA 
Section 402(b)(5),. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(b)(5), based upon the following considerations, 
including: (1) downstream receiving waters exceed the applicable state and downstream 
state human health and wildlife water quality standard for mercury, and (2) the pilot 
study states that the effectiveness of the treatment system to remove mercury is unknown 
We note that a downstream tribe, that has ‘Treatment as a State 5 ' and federally approved 
WQS, has notified BPA that the project is likely to contribute to exceedances of its 
downstream WQS, including for mercury. MPCA should ensure that its permit will 
ensure compliance with downstream state WQS. 



parameters would be prudent and provide a basis for measuring the performance of the new? 
treatment technology proposed by the applicant. We also note that in subsequent permit cycles, 
after the facility has achieved full operation, such limits could be modified or deleted if no 
reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards is demonstrated. 


Effluent Liroitatioas Guideline Calculation 



grccigiiafion/foil thg-sile: 





diSerfncety?q#A)erfi'no. 
iltewabk animal 4iseijaxg.e' vx«niBe‘-iifirf,tac actual vQlrifoe^discfiaretyi^'wnkh 



OBHnena 




In addition, we recommend that 



___ Concerns 

MPCA should address the following concerns. 






s, 0r.!ar5¥Bte£<ftt< 

nw'rh ^■5:^3::.:^ i.bc 3 Up.boubfc' hfe:b wrier qiwriwp-ri feribr;.. 



Ma? r i 

compliance with the 

.WfrttridSss 



Additionally, the internal “operating limit” for copper, at 9.3 micrograxns per liter at 
permit section 6.10.43, is equivalent to the water quality criterion for copper. However, 
permit section 6.10.44 appears to authorize higher discharge concentration for copper, 
based on the TBEL that appears to apply at. outfall SD001 (penult section 8.1.1). This 
creates a conflict as to which limit is applicable and enforceable against the permittee. 
MPCA should revise the permit to include a WQBEL for copper. 



- anc may complicate or preclude enforcement of permit requirements 

under either permit for example if legacy pollutants do not attenuate as predicted (permit 
section 6.10.45). 


STEdull 



■discharge. 

. ........... ..... ittptojttKpiaonqd 

Agrium op > svi-': arid because, as 

noted in the fact sheet (p. 17), seep discharges “contributed to exceedances of permit 
effluent limitations established in the NPDES/SDS permit" and (d) appropriate interim 
authorization, limits, and requirements for tailings basin seeps until such 2 time as seeps 
are fullv contained and cease to reach surfa.ce waters. 
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-■ MPCAmiama b .gfKv&^Ouifp a), KKarea ■■' Kb a es 

r'rioc. n ■ jenjerr o: e • yao-.. K . ■■ r, se-cra • ;t.rx-:- ; 

ii- "'' boc a.bbpKKbaKxKbKKadarKK a- b.bb .:aaa22biaA/ : aa - .by pear 

to : Cba K. K:V~a.,aa : a a ;\A 2; ... .;- : ; dal; - ; GV. aua ' ; i b ■ T?s%p$gk 

CO ' ’ . ‘ ■ V a: !. ' . •. / bl 

Ci&.'cr".. -- ■ ■■■■• a ;■•;(''O'•■.-.•; •• ..• : : ■'-.... 2 .. ggggvg ■-,■;■■■■■.■;■ aab\;:\ 

B'dbbK;KK x pKiS'KimdCa„:bibb;;a;=bKKbt.Xb ;>uKKsbcKab baAb AbKbaSbKb.KaKeh 


yBAm;Kbr;y2bkaK2e water qpahty .Gar.Ki<b&KxabaK. TM?, 'Ldebbabb abdm.2.KbK ababciated 

^;G'GrotG;;:£i£rGG.r.rt--pGe:r':: : aa!ri:c:rrrbrbrr, ; .jb; : r b"aa::a 3'J’-GG'peCr ; .; K ir.A yabXAAv vdbdly 

* .a ^ mKnKbyKde ■ _ ■ : a ■ water 

GOrGibr :£rr3G:ajGGr£;^ rGG::yKr-abr'b;r.GVG;iG^r ;G r.::r::.r ..r G3Gr aa.ACbbAa KKbbbbAb.bbbbbK.b! 
i'p:A bar- ex ga.gagxaa 2u.- .•■i;X7r--ax• : (Kcga a-rare ax- g2g <g. K-g bad aas J© 
ptoitSsoBS from water '.quality siaMlarttep- ff there is shelf-reasonable jpoteiit laid ed*e|^p 
under ibe..stom?wati'5.gen^pI permit wdfild hpt.be appropriate: ffattior imskMhc$aj-gii 
'rah.lrG G-:::-;.Lr b.'rb:;U- : ; .r; . y-h . ’--a-G.' bKK .".XX: _‘K xK.vVG .y: ;xas. or another 

individual permit 


teKK:AA.bb.x_ btKf}.2 "■;...-, ; it Xg- b.-.‘x ’- Kb d. .dish. Kb x x..a aa,- ; :■ g ; ax.ax KK K—b-Kb xr 

::x- ‘. -"bn ■ .KbK xa - Kb Kg -.vya.-aK .:r a ; •■•r : ■ • G.a 2.bb: v . 1 . 

Hfisc ;G,t •: ■■ K g:K,ax;.K Kg.:,a. - a . K-a _KKd. • . NPDE3 permits must 

include monitoring requirements "'to assure compliance with permit limitations,” which 
include, among other things, ffhe mass (or other measurement specified in the permit) of 
each pollutant limited in the permi t” and “the volume of effluent discharged from each 
OUTla!.i." '"A' ■ ;sA;GsiGi{= : 2 GG.ui;"pentrt .:cc;o;ic momtonrp ;-epmverG:,nt. ; ancr 7 G:>ne':'iit:;is: 


-donipliiiirce can .be otgechvdy-measiared. ..Wt- haveisisiibar, c-qsceras. wifil- 
biiGAproxt i m .PGri..h-fc. Kb'■££:' g. ; £V, £.b. ; i.bx b.b2.2.. 6i ■ xbijb 


Decision Making Frocedur^ 

K:-e drax: xx-'i: Kwadhat' Kg bar ax. d-'> iv. -.aaba.2 -aK2K,K a aaab- Vtl y ; ■ 
jKrirdflmpn'shomiGdi'ba Ke pain cnee' .svial ddp&G-':, da Kgo paraaa. majiuricimons diaa .ndcahe 
Y--\ air-.-es; ra a . ca i;:_; a -o:aaXmb,.,.-.••■'a'.-.', a be ’a .- a bG-;aa ;a. K 

K’-HTiif. Gecbb'bdalKdbb.. KPK:iSicyucirncd:bha'K.hc.pe:'nutKs4vv:*b».Kv.?hc acnaKbaa ,;aad Kb-t A 

fK m&dpji diGXabnbdy aaatlgLitbKK'abbb abcKaddc paaaaiab 'Kbjaaaiaar rennd mabKKaaK2a22Kter 
pdid KdK 5 aiaK!'aK.:KbG3rainoa:iiG;bb.-;x ? 2dla. as, ;;aKa;as ; icK dKevdKK.cad j;;d:.ba;K|g 
gfi=5pS|r^5a.bjh, may cause confusion for regulators and public over what is covered by the 
permit, and therefore would not ensure compliance with the C'WA (see 40 C.F.R. § 122.4(a)). 

Kir : ::.AwdKKm swiSh; ; io.#£qmj£)©e;pe'[riutKKaKdmKeriakedriimeaiates^ 

^wypaatc?EPA recommends that MPCA eliminate those permit provisions that 
m ake permittee-submitted plans , reports, and other actions immediately-effective parts of the 
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EFA recommends that MPCA consider and address the following comments to improve the 
clarity and accuracy of the permit. 



rnami-. . y •. AStr l-Aa-s A . ry . ■ ■ lyy-vr-.- aaa 




AiAr:Aow Ikaa fte a yys Ay £a, -ft yAiAAAA; A >i rr ^ of vd yvsAu 

t Ay Ay AA r: " h;;;i A 



4. J^nn:H&cction ; 6J0. A: -.A-.- -.A aa a. A A aa' AAAs \:a a-a. a- ;. A 'aa fiAAAaAAT 
tailings Basin seepage ctdfcctioil systerfivis/ 7 i&Xly iope^atlitg'; i AiiAh lys; 1 AyAciear. tew iSIa 
ri;:- a. a A a- ":AA;yy. sh-=-uk; aa.ac la.;;. aaaataA' to ensure feat these permit 
requirements can be adequately monitored and enforced. 


®cmn AsAstdpAhf pal fill i rocmifondh 

tone internal and one eyfcma) to the FTR containment 



5aaa: Aoi yyi iaxa, xaaAaA rAi; MAA.A, shuuld -cr^ xyAixGyAAxAx: 

;:yAyyyyAAyAAx AxAAxyyxy^ 



•shx 


f-;.: : ;x •• -: - ^ . ~ IxxA Axxa.a AEP.A. recoEm:uAnc<fh:y I . aa A • . Aaaac: \* 

' ‘ ^ •’. A y ^ A AA -.A '• ; ; aA-aA.;. . .. ' A _.; ; .. . Ay ••• A : t vAxA /AA 1 
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‘-rvXri'-i 'A f A ■ >i4-%CvoSf4a./^*^ti&feferm?! fe^f45?^fea:^rif^K ¥?i : 


Sl!#li| 



g6CMa&pt;:Si¥f|© 
references such as these 
throughout the permit to facilitate the reader’s ability to access the information. 



i- \Jl \ ^ *»'- .j 




